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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the Amendments filed on December 1 st 2004. The Applicant has 
canceled claims 2, 6, and 15. Claims 1, 10, 12, 22, 23, and 24 have been amended. Claims 1-2, 
4-5, 7-14, 16-24 are presented for examination. 

Response to Amendment 

2. In view of the amendment to claims 1 0 and 1 2 in response to claim rejection under 35 (JSC 1 1 2, 
the rejection of claims 10-12 are hereby withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

3. The Applicant essentially asserted that Chung et al. do not anticipate "the one or more files 
examined comprises a history of one or more errors generated during execution of the software 
system". It is respectfully submitted that Chung et al. do teach, "the one or more files examined 
comprises a history of one or more errors". In fact, it is inherent that the system and method for 
identifying program errors taught by Chung et al. utilize "the one or more history files" in which 
errors can be saved and tracked as they are being discovered during the process of source code 
scanning. The Applicant contends that Table 1 on col.6: 10-25 of Chung et al. does not constitute 
the "history of one or more errors". It is respectfully submitted that not only Table 1 serves as an 
illustration of the disclosed method of tracking and identifying errors, it discloses identifying, 
tracking, and storing all the data considered to be essential in the teaching of Chung et a/., that 
is to say, the components in which the errors were detected, the numbers of errors detected in 
each component, and the lines of code scanned for each component. Without a "history file", 
located in memory, to which these data can be saved, it is impossible to retrieve said data for 
further calculation (e.g., of the number of all errors in the entire software system) and manual 
analysis by software developers (see Chung et al. FIG.2 205, 209 & associated text). In view of 
the foregoing discussion, it is respectfully submitted that Chung et al. anticipate the "one or more 
files comprising a history of one more errors". 
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4. The Applicant further contends that the motivation for combining Chung et al. and Ruhlen et al. 
"relies on impermissible hindsight gleaned from Applicant's disclosure". It is respectfully 
submitted all motivations provided in previous Office Action for combining references are found in 
the prior art. See the following rejections for specific citations. 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 have been considered but are moot in view of the 
following new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shaii conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Claim 24, it recites the limitation "the method" in line 2. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. For compact prosecution of the claims, the office has 
interpreted the limitation "the method" as referring to the limitation "apparatus" recited in line 1 of 
claim 24. "the method" in claim 24, hereinafter, will be interpreted as "the apparatus". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
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at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

9. Claims 1-2, 16, and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by Chung 
et al. (US 6745348), hereinafter Chung et al. in view of Smith, Jr. et al. of record (Smith et a/., US 
5761510). 

Claim 1 

Chung et al. teach a method (e.g., see Abstract), apparatus (e.g., see FIG.1 & associated text) 
comprising a processor (e.g., see CPU 10 FIG.1 & associated text) a memory (e.g., see RAM 14, disk 
units 20 FIG.1 & associated text), and a computer-readable medium storing instructions (e.g., col.4:27-32, 
see application 42 FIG.1 & associated text) for automatically generating data regarding errors in a 
software system (e.g., see Abstract), the software system including one or more software components 
(e.g., see 301 A, source file 311A, 301B, 301C FIG.3 & associated text), the method comprising: 

o obtaining/examining contents of one or more files (e.g., see Table 1 col.6:10-26) indicating 
one or more errors (i.e., file history/record of one or more errors) (e.g., see Errors col.6:12- 
25) in the software system to determine (i.e., identify) one or more of the software 
components (i.e., source files) prone to or responsible for the errors (e.g., see Component 
col.6:12-25) and a number of the errors attributed to each of the software components 
determined to be responsible for the errors (e.g., see 203 FIG.2 & associated text, see Errors 
col.6:12-25); and 

o determining a size of the one or more software components responsible for the errors (e.g., 
number of lines of code col.2:1-4, see 201 FIG.2 & associated text, see Lines of Code 
Scanned col.6:11-25). 

Chung et al. do not expressly disclose said errors being errors generated during execution of the 
software system. However, Smith et al. disclose a method for identifying errors generated during 
execution (e.g., see errors, test application, execution Abstract; 98 FIG.3 & associated text; 240, 250 
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FIG. 5 & associated text; see executable test application 120, errors, header error file 140 col. 13:30-60; 
see Error Table, errors, execution, test program col. 14:19-25) of a software system (e.g., program 
interface, test application, Abstract; see API 98 FIG.3 & associated text; see Test Application 120 FIG.4 
& associated text) comprising one or more software components (e.g., see Header File 100 FIG.4 & 
associated text; 210, 260 FIG. 5 & associated text; see 285 FIG.7 & associated text) and storing said the 
errors generated during execution in one or more history/record files (e.g., see HeaderError File 140 
Fig.4 & associated text; see Error Table FIG. 8 & associated text; see hear error file 140, TESTLOG 
col.8:10-57; see header error file 140, Error Table, TESTLOG col.1 0:17-41). 

Chung et al. and Smith et al. are analogous art because they are both directed to monitoring, identifying 
errors in software programs. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Smith et al. into that of Chung et al. for 
the inclusion of identifying "errors generated during execution" of the software program. And the 
motivation for doing so would have been to ensure that library program functions associated with the 
program can be called dynamically (i.e., during execution) and accessed by other programs written in 
other languages and perform as they were programmed to performed (see Smith et a/., col.1 :60-col.2:5; 
col.2:67-col.3:30; col.3:59-65). 

Claim 2 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Chung etal. further teach correlating the size (e.g., 
number of lines of code col.2:1-4, see 201 FIG.2 & associated text, see Lines of Code Scanned col.6:1 1- 
25) of the determined software components (e.g., see Component col.6:12-25) with the number of 
errors attributed to the determined software components (e.g., see 203 FIG.2 & associated text, see 
Errors col.6:12-25), thereby enabling data indicating a probability of errors (e.g., see 204 FIG.2 & 
associated text, col.6:45-56) occurring during execution (e.g., coU:15-21, see internationalization 
faults/errors col.1 :58-60) of a set of software components to be generated from the determined size of 
the software components determined to be responsible for the errors and the number of the errors 
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attributed to each of the software components determined to be responsible for the errors (e.g., see 
FIG.2 & associated text). 

Claims 3, 16 

Claims recite limitations which have been addressed in claims 1, 2, therefore, are rejected for the same 
reasons as cited in claims 1 , 2. 

Claim 22 

Claim recites a computer-readable medium version of the method addressed in claim 1, therefore, is 
rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 1. 

Claims 23, 24 

Claims recite an apparatus version of the method addressed in claim 1, therefore, are rejected for the 
same reasons as cited in claim 1 . 

10. Claims 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chung et al. in view 
of Smith et al. further in view of Ruhlen et al. (US 6665824), hereinafter, Ruhlen et al.. 

Claim 4 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Chung et al. and Smith et al. do not expressly disclose the 
contents of one or more files examined further indicating one or more source code modifications made in 
response to the errors. However, Ruhlen et al. disclose a method for tracking/counting errors which occur 
during the execution of the software components (e.g., col.1:15-18, col.1:23-28, see failure reporting 
executable 230 FIG.2 & associated text) in a software system including one or more software 
components (e.g., col.4:10-13), storing the modifications (i.e., source code changes) made in response to 
the errors (e.g., col.3:63-67),in a file (e.g., see repository 235 FIG.2 & associated text, col.2:11-13). 
Chung et al. and Smith et al. (hereinafter CS) and Ruhlen et al. are analogous art since they are both 
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directed to tracking and counting the number of errors occurred in a software system. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the 
teaching of Ruhlen et al. into that of CS to include tracking and storing modifications made in response to 
the errors. And the motivation for doing so would have been to minimize the time and cost of error query 
processing as conventionally performed by a computer program, thus improving the technique for locating 
of errors in a software system and improve the handling of error queries and technical support in an 
environment where the software system is distributed and used by a large number of clients (e.g., see 
motivation suggested by Ruhlen etal. col.1:29-36; col. 1:43-65). 

Claim 5 

The rejection of base claim 4 is incorporated. Ruhlen et al. further teach wherein determining from the 
one or more files one or more of the software components responsible for the errors comprises: 
determining from the source code modifications/changes (e.g., see application version number, module 
version number col.6:66-col.7:3, see "10.0.2310.1", "10.0.2312.1" col.7:10-25) one or more software 
components modified (e.g., see application program name, module name col.6:66-col.7:3, see 
"winword.exe", "mso.dll" col.7:10-25) to correct the errors (e.g., see failing instruction's instruction pointer 
col.6:66-col.7:3, see "0&cc(f234''col.7:10-25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
pertinent art at the time the invention was made combine the teachings and the motivation for doing so 
would have been that which has been as applied to claim 4. 

11. Claims 7-9, and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chung et 
al. in view of Smith et al. in view of Ruhlen et al. further in view of Leung (US 67691 14), 
hereinafter, Leung. 

Claim 7 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Ruhlen etal. teach wherein examining contents of one or 
more files indicating one or more errors in the software system comprises generating a list of one or more 
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errors corresponding to source code changes (see claim 4). The combined teaching (Chung etal. & 
Smith etal. & Ruhlen et a/.), hereinafter referred to as CSR t do not expressly disclose generating a list of 
one or more files associated with successful attempts to correct the errors. However, Leung discloses a 
method (e.g., see Abstract) of tracking/associating errors (e.g., col. 6:25-41) with modifications (i.e., 
versions, files, source code changes) (e.g., see software modifications col. 3:25-29, see second version 
col. 9:20-23, col. 12:58-61) and associating modifications with successful attempts (e.g., see previous 
passed integration tests col. 3:25-29, col. 9:20-23) to correct the errors (e.g., col.1 :19-23, see interface 
error col. 9:27-28, see sequence error col. 9:31-32, col. 12:62-64, col.1 1 :1-6). CSR and Leung are 
analogous art since they're both directed at tracking errors in a software system. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made modify the teaching 
of CSR with that of Leung to include the associating of modifications with successful attempts to correct 
the errors. And the motivation for doing so would have been to monitor the modifications of software 
components and prevent them from invalidating previous tested and passed versions (i.e., successful 
attempts to correct errors/defects) of the software components (see motivation suggested by Leung 
Abstract; col.1 :24-50; col.6:42-46; col.6:65-col.7:5; col.10:13-20; col.14:42-47; col.15:19-30). 

Claims 8-9, 13-14 

Claims recite limitations which have been addressed in claims 4 and 7, therefore, are rejected for the 
same reasons as cited in claims 4 and 7. 

12. Claims 10-12, 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chung etal. 
in view of Smith et al. in view of Ruhlen et al. further in view Hanson (US 5946493), hereinafter 
Hanson. 

Claim 10 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Ruhlen et al. teach wherein determining a size of the one 
or more software components responsible for the errors comprises determining a section of code 
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modified (i.e., modifications, versions) to fix an error (see claim 5). The combined teaching of Chung et 
al., Smith et al. and Ruhlen et al. (CSR) do not expressly disclose determining start and end lines of a 
section of code. However, Hanson discloses a method (e.g., see Abstract) for determining the start (e.g., 
see first line 1 12 FIG.3A & associated text) and end lines (e.g., see last annotated line 116 FIG.3A & 
associated text) of a section of code (e.g., see FIG.2A, 2B, 2D & associated text), matching one or more 
line numbers associated with source code against compiled information (e.g., see 101 FIG.3A & 
associated text) associated with the source code (e.g., see 106 FIG.3A & associated text, col. 1:32-36, 
col.1 :53-58), converting the start (e.g., see [10] FIG.2A & associated text) and end lines (e.g., see [12] 
FIG.2A & associated text) of a section of source code to the start (e.g., see 28 FIG.2B & associated text) 
and end lines of a current version (e.g., see 40 FIG.2B & associated text, see object code col.1 :32-36) of 
a file (e.g., see 108 FIG.3A & associated text). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
pertinent art at the time the invention was made modify the teaching of CSR with that of Hanson to 
include determining the start and end lines for a section of code modified to fix an error, matching line 
numbers associated with the modified source code against compiled information associated with the 
source code and converting the start and end lines of a section of code to the start and end lines of a 
current version of a file. And the motivation for doing so would have been to generate a listing 
associating/mapping the object code (compiled) instructions with the source code instructions which can 
be used to debug the program, investigate performance problems, and improve the analysis of the quality 
of the compiled object code (see motivation suggested by Hanson col.1 :42-60) 

Claims 11-12, 17-19, 21 

Claims recite limitations which have been addressed in claims 5 and 10, therefore, are rejected for the 
same reasons as cited in claims 5 and 10. 

Claim 20 

The rejection of base claim 18 is incorporated. Hanson further teaches comparing information associated 
with a source code to determine one or more line numbers associated with the modified source code 
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13. 



CP 



see 108 FIG.3A & associated text). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
ent art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Hanson and CSR and the 
ation for doing so would have been that which has been applied to claim 10. 
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